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Abstract 
Selection of dosage, timing, and number of anabolic implants continues to be a source of controversy for 
feed yard managers and their consultants. Although the dose-dependent effects on performance are fairly 
well accepted, impacts on carcass quality continue to be debated. This study was intended to summarize 
effects of different implant programs on performance and carcass quality on the basis of a cross section 
of available published research. 
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NONE 734 3.11 6.51 19.96 737
MOD 735 3.51 6.04 20.97 779
DEL/HIGH 734 3.61 5.80 20.59 787
MOD/MOD 735 3.62 5.92 21.27 790
HIGH 733 3.67 5.84 21.24 786
INT/INT 736 3.68 5.81 21.23 794
LOW/HIGH 734 3.68 5.80 21.19 793
MOD/HIGH 735 3.71 5.75 21.21 798
INT/HIGH 734 3.72 5.77 21.22 800
HIGH/HIGH 735 3.79 5.66 21.34 806
P-value 0.46 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
SEM1 1.36 0.047 0.064 0.154 5.8
1	SEM	represents	the	largest	standard	error	of	the	mean	of	all	treatments	for	each	dependent	variable.	











NONE 707 2.94 6.36 18.88 695
MOD 703 2.96 6.36 18.85 703
MOD/MOD 702 3.01 6.27 18.85 708
LOW/HIGH 706 3.30 5.85 19.31 717
DEL/HIGH 707 3.30 5.74 19.09 731
MOD/HIGH 707 3.33 5.79 19.36 733
INT/INT 708 3.34 5.78 19.35 734
HIGH 707 3.34 5.89 19.65 730
INT/HIGH 706 3.37 5.73 19.44 739
HIGH/HIGH 709 3.40 5.69 19.36 738
P-value 0.18 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01








NONE 2.83 550 548
MOD 2.88 538 535
DEL/HIGH 2.85 529 526
MOD/MOD 2.85 524 520
HIGH 2.83 520 521
INT/INT 2.71 521 525
LOW/HIGH 2.83 522 518
MOD/HIGH 2.87 512 507
INT/HIGH 2.80 513 513
HIGH/HIGH 2.82 498 499
P-value 0.11 <0.01 <0.01
SEM1 0.061 7.4 6.4
1	SEM	represents	the	largest	standard	error	of	the	mean	of	all	treatments	for	each	dependent	variable.	




NONE 2.66 543 546
MOD 2.59 523 522
MOD/MOD 2.68 538 545
LOW/HIGH 2.68 --- ---
DEL/HIGH 2.44 535 550
MOD/HIGH 2.39 524 540
INT/INT 2.46 533 547
HIGH 2.55 532 542
INT/HIGH 2.49 528 540
HIGH/HIGH 2.35 512 532
P-value 0.11 <0.01 0.50
























Figure 1. Relationship between yield grade (calculated from carcass measurements) and 





























Figure 2. Relationship between average marbling score (Small0 = 500) in a pen of cattle 
and the percentage of the pen that graded Choice or higher.
(Percentage	Choice	=	0.00399	×	(sinMarbling	Score)	–	1.5119;	R2	=	0.78).
